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MI(N on? INSMEI'I(N IN F(REI(N m

A REPORT ON THE 1987 LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP AND INIERNSHIP
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Psirchoiingui’stic research and common sense bo'th teii S that th'e

language. At the current time in Texas; there are few language classes
offered to students before the1r entrance 1nto h1gh school. there are

exceedtngly few opportunlties for second language study in the elementary

grades;

Research also indicates that, if students are to become proficient

in a new language; they iiiijéi; ﬁééé i;iié language extensively before

attempting to speak it; they must receive accurate and comprehensmle

inbut; and they must feel secure enough to risk trymg to produce language.

who are prof:.c:.ent enough in a second language to prov:.de quallty fore:.gn

language instruction needed b’y students at that level. Most teachers in

those grades did not major in a foreIgn 1anguage, indeed; oni:y a few have
as many as four semesters of language courses on their -ranscript. Of
those, most have never possessed good speaki’n’g sklllS' others have lost
the:.r oral prof1c1ency while teachmg other subjects st:.ll others cannot

p:ovxde a secure environment because of the1r own msecur:.ty in speakmg

w\:




With the growing aéiiaiia for foreign larguage instruction by parents

of chlldren of thlS age, a number of school d1str1cts are seekmg ways of
;

developmg language prof1c1ency in some of their teachers who can then

prov1de forelgn language instruction in the1r school systems Smce

'i‘arrant Gounty Jumor Collegn Northeast Campus has offered classes in

twelve cons1sten ly durmg the last ten years, the admmlstratIons of these
districts in the Fort Worth area are looking to the College for assistance

in faculty development.

high schools; TCJC Northeast Campus desxgned a five-veek program in

language development and methodold;y for prospectlve teachers: The

workshop was mtended prmanly to develop sk:.lls in oral language

conmunlcatlon and in contemporary mstructlonal methodologles in i.eachers

educatlon and/or experience in a second language and (2) who are Interested

in enhancmg the 1nternatlonal focus of the1r currlculum through the

1ncorporat1on of forelgn language and cultural 1nformatlon.



1: Identify themselves as cardidates in a survey instrument
distributed throughout the school systems involved;
2. I |prove the1r oral prof1c1ency in the language that they had

prev 1ously studled
3. Increase their Security and confidence in speaking the language:
4. Develop new skills in current foreign language ihsttdétlonal

methodologles approprlate for: young students, part:cularly in

Total Physmal Response and the ‘latural 2 op'oach

the 1anéuage ané onlture.

6. Use the computer to genefate instructional materials;

7. Dévelop ideas of ways to 1ncor;brate zorelgn languages and
culture to expand the mter:natmnal focus of the other courses

that they teach.

Teie acqun'ed fundmg through the Educatlon for Economlc S’ecunty )

Act, Title II, to support this project. Monieés were allocated for

methodology spec1allsts, for language development instructors; for oral

bi*ofiéiénéy’ interviewer:s in each language, for tuition ana ﬁ%’?éfiaié and
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The Cooperatlng Local Educatlon Agency for the proaect was the

Glfted Students Institute, located in Fort Worth, headed by Director June

Cox. Four independent school districts — Fort Worth, Arlington, Birdville,

and eedar HIli - are currently worklng w1th the Glfted Students Institute
in the Pyramid Project; a program for talented and giftec'i children in the
elementary grades of theSe dlstrlcts. One of the goals of the Pyranud
Progect is to prov1de mstructmn in rorelgn languages at the elementary

school 1level. Due to the standard problems of budgetary constraints,

%ull—déj ::urrleulum deman*;';déi lack of approprxate and necessa;?y

1nstructmnal mterlals, and lnadequacy of trammg of faculty, no progress

had been made toward this gcal With the encouragement of tuition stuxnds

from GSI to teachers in the Pyramld Proaect qchools, teachers from Fort

Worth; Arhngton; and erdv1lle districts enrolled in the workshop and

InternshIp

Furthe*'more, Arl mgton ISD gracmusly prov1ded an elementa"y school

bu:ldmg for vche model classes for chlldren used for the 1nternsh1p.

Elghteen sectmns (ll in Spanlsh, 4 in French; and 3 in Gernan) were~
offered dally durmg a three—week perlod in the fac1lity, taught by TCIC

part—tme instructors who were experlenced in teachmg languages for

children.
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Once the proaect was funded by EESA, the first « concern was the

recru1tment of local elementary and Juntor hxgh school teachers who met the

language quahftcattons for admlsslon and who were w1llmg to trade f1ve

,,,,,

weeks of their summer vacation for the opportumty to upgrade their

language skills and to study current instructional methodology:  An

interest survey was distributed to all teachers at these instructional

levels in E‘ort WOrth, Arimgton, and B1rdv1lle schools as partners in the

Dlstrlct because of the1r prox1m1ty to the Northeast Campus. These schools

also shared the 1nformatlon with prxvate schools in the area: In éddition;

each district as enrolllng large numbers of m1nor1ty chlldren. Both sets

of letters resulted in 1nqu1r1es and enrollments by 1nterested teachers:

(Cop1 es of these documents are in Append:tx A. )

Although twenty—seven teachers were admltted to the th1rty funded

posulons in the workshop, only twenty-one of thésé teachers actuaily
part1c1pated due to last-minute withdrawals of the others: Of these

twenty—one, all of taem complet:ed the worlEshop and mternshlo.

The workshop and mternsh:.p were scheduled duru@ a f1ve-week per:.od

between June 8 and July 9, 1987. The workshop gessions were held on campus

—=\



at Tarrant County Junior College Northeast Campus. The internship classes

were held at South Davis Elementary School in Arlington.

The following schedule was develcped to provide intensive languag
development for three weeks and an observation internship for three weeks

during the five-week period:

o 1
9:00 - 12:00 The Natural Approach

1:00 = 4:00 Language Development

9:00 - 12:00 Total Physical Response

1:00 - 4:00 Language Deveiopment

9:00 - 12:00 Observation

1:00 - 4:00 Language Development

9:00 = 12:00 ' Observation
1:00 - 4:00 Color Connection:
A Method ior Language Acquisition
Wweek 5
12:00 Observation

9:00

12:00 - 1:30 Closure Conference

B
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WORKSHOP PARTICIPAY.’S

The twenty-one participants in the workshop and internship

represented a variety of grade levels and ethnic groups, as indicated in

the following tables:

Teaching Grades K - 5 18

Teaching Grades 6 - 9 11

Note: Several teachers teach across grade levels.

[ ii

RACE/ETHNICITY OF PARTICIPANTS

14%

x
0
w
2
(]

14%

Hispanic

Asian or Pacific Islander

o O W

American Indian

Anglo 15 72%

L;::Qiié/,:jil;,,,,ﬁ::: :,,,,,7 I :,,:::é é S

Public Schools 16 76

Private Schoois 5 24%




In addition to the diversity of the teacher-participants themselves;

the students in the schools which they serve also represent a broad

cross-section of the population:

TABLE IV
Black 127 9%
Hispanic 227 168
Asian or Pacific Islander 66 5%
American Indian 5 less than 1%

Anglo 966 69%

EVALUATION

A nufber of factors must be considered in the evaluation of the
project; including the oral proficiency skills of the participants, their

security and confidence in speaking their second language, and their

acquisition of information about cuzrent methodologies and materials-:

Oral Proficiency of the Participants

An Oral Proficiency Interview was conducted with each participant at

the beginning and at the close of the Language Development Workshop. These
interviews were conducted and evaluated by testers trained under the
direction of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages:

Dr. David Stout; pre- and post-tests in German: Dr. Francisco Perez; pre~

o 8 .
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and post-tests in Spanish; Dr. Maurice Elton, pre-test; and Dr. Joan

Manley, post-test, in French.

Of the twenty-one participants; twenty completed both the pre- and

post-test oral interviews: (One participant in French did not do her
post-test interview.) The examination of tiie data inciudes only those

twenity samples.

The following table shows the Oral Proficiency ratings of the

participants at the beginning and at the ciose of the Language Development

Worksaop:

Frernch Geriiian Spanish Total

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Novice Low 1* 1*

W
S
N
~
N

Novice Mid

[FS]

[
N
03}
~

Novice High
Intermediate Low 1 2 1 3 1
Intermedizte Mid 1 1 1 2 2
Intermediate High 1 2 3 3 a4
Advanced 11 11
Advanced Plus 1 1 11

Superior 1 1 1 1 2 2

9
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Observations

With this sample, a positive change in oral proficiency skills

occurred: The average rating increased from the mid point
between Intermediate Low and Intermediate Mid to 80 percent past

Intermediate Low toward Interimediate Mid.

With this sample; no one at the Advanced; Advanced Plus; or
obviously, Superior levels made any measurable changes in level

in oral proficiency.

Advanced Plus, and Superior - are excluded from the QéESié; the

change iS more marked, almost one full level from a pre-workshop

level of near Novice High to a post-workshop level of near

Intermediate Low:

Comments noted by the oral proficiency testers indicated that;

while there were no measurable changes in proficiency level in

some of the participants; several of them had “gained

confidence" in their abilities; appeared "more enthusiastic" in
their performance, "increased vocabulary" range; "reacted with
greater accuracy" to questions, "understood more without undue

repetition;" all worthy achievements in language development and
necessary preliminary sSteps for increasing their oral

proficiency scores.




It is pOSSIble that 1nd1v1duals removed from act1ve language
usage over a long per1od of t1me, as was the case w1th most of

the participénts in this sample, may have a greater growth

1n1t1a1 1nterv1ew. Add1t1onal stud1es are needed to make such

determinations.

it lS poss1ble that part1c1pants at th° Advanced and Advanced

Plus 1evels mIght show more progress in oral prof1c1ency
development 1f Nowce and Intermedlate level é{aéék&s were not
1ncluded in the same instructional group. Additional studies
are needed to make such determinations.

The average level change in German was tw1ce the average change

in the other two groups, two levels rather than one: It is
§ossible that w1th th1s very small group, orly two part1clpants

with one instructor, such an increase in sk1ll can be ach1eved

However, the sample is too small to make such a generallzatmn.

Furthermore; for these part:cxpants the interviewer was also the ‘

1nstructor. It is pbssuble that a decrease in test-anx:tety
occurred in this s1tuat10n, makmg pOSSIble the gréatér

difference in score: Add:tt:tonal studies are needed to make such

determinations.

11
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Conclusions

1. In three weeks of language development work, three hours per day

and four davs p\ week, appro;umate]y one level change on the

ACTFI; Oral Prof1c1ency scale is possmle at the Nov1ce and

Intermediate levels;

effect a feasurable change on the ACTFL Oral praficiéﬁéy scale

at the Advanced and Superior levels in a mixed-level

instructional group.

3. Gams in llstenmg comprehensmn, vocabulary, conf1dence, and

enthu51asm are p0551ble achievements in three weeks at twelve

houré pér week and are appropr:tate goals for language

development workshops:

Perceived Language Skills and Confidence of the Participants

While the actual change in oral prof1c1ency skills of the_

part1c1pants is of prmary m\portance in evaluatmg the Success of the

workshop and mtemshtp; the parttctpants' perceptton of their hstenmg

comprehensmn and speakmg Skllls is also of smxlar 1mportance. One must
have conf1dence in hls/her ablllty to understand and to be underetood

before bemg wﬂhng to risk speaklng. Therefore; one of the main

oﬁiéétiﬁéé of the Lanéijaée Deveiopment Workshop was to increase the



security and confidenice »f the participants in speaking their second

language:

are based on a scale of 1 to 5. A copy of the document with pre- and

post-workshop scores for each item is in Appendix B.

[ ﬁ

'OONFIDENCE IN LANGUAGE ABILITY OF PARTICIPANTS

Prench German Spanish Total

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Speaking 2.27 3.79  1.91 3:68  2.91 3:26  2.65 3.39

Understanding 2.53 3.92 2.69 4.38 3.11 3.52 2.92 3.67

Observat ions
understanding were achieved by the participants in French (1.52
and 1.39 respectively) and in German (1.77 and 1.69) than by
those in Spanish (.35 and .41). It is possible that the
difference was the result of the difference in size of the
groups (5 in Frefich; 2 in German; and 14 in Spanish) since in
the smaller groups each individual had more cneon-one attention

13
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and opportumty to speak Additional studies are needed to

determine optimal group size.

2. Another possible féttbr in creating the disparity between the

gams by the part1c1pants in French and German and those in

Spanish is the greater diversity of ab111ty levels in the
Spanish group-: Among the participants in Spanish, there were
speakers rated on the Oral Proficiency pre-test at every level
from Novice Mid through Superior: In French, with the exception
of one Superior native speaker, the participants were all rated
Novice Low or Novice Mid. In German they were rated Novice High
and Intermediate Low. With participants at or near the same
éb1l1ty level; all instruction could be focused on functions
appropriate for all learners. Additional studies are needed to

Jetermine optimal group composition.
Conclusions
1. Gains in perceived ability and confidence in speaking and

iiéteﬁiﬁé comprehensxon were evidenced by part1c1pants in all

three language groups durmg the {:anguage Development Workshop.

than by those in Spanish:

14 16
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A third major set of objectives of the prbﬁéct centered around the
development of new skills in current foreign language methodologies
appropriate for young students; particularly in Total Physical Response and
The Natural Approach; and the development of instructional activities and
materials which encourage students' participation in class and interest in

the language and culture.

Consultants Dr. Margaret Woodruff-Wieding in TPR and Carol Stacy in
The Natural Approach directed the workshop activities during these
segments:. Pam Kaatz, author of the Color Connection materials, taught the

instructional materials development segment.

Table VII shows the gains in information made by the participants in
each of these instructional areas. The scores are based on a scale of 1 to
5. Appendix C contains the evaluation documents with the pre- and

post-workshop scores on each item.

DEVELOPMENT OF METHODOLOGIES AND MATERIALS BY PARTICIPANTS
Pre  Post  Change

TPR 2.07  4.4s 2:38

Natural Approach  2.18  4.21 2.03

Color Connection 1.74  4.27 2.53
15
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Observation

1.

Conclusion

Additional

As a group these participants had little knowledge of current
methodologies in foreign language instriction at the beginning

of the workshop. Thus, they showed large gains in information.

language teachers might have begun the workshop with more

background information in methodotogy :

The participants showed large gains in information in each of
the segments on methodologies and materials: Total Physical

Response, The Natural Approach; and Color Connection-

Evaluations of the Project

in addition to the measurable outcomes and achievements based on

pre- and post-workshop assessment instruments; other results of the project

can be noted:

Nine of the twenty-one participants have expressed a desire to

teach in the program of Languages for Children directed by the

Department of Foreign Languages of farrant County Junior College

Northeast Campus: Several of these teachers will be employed on

#A\\m‘
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a part-time basis by the College during the fall semester, 1987,
as instructors for thesc courses both in Arlington and on

Northeast Campus itseif.

2. Several of the participants have indicatwd their intention to
continue o work on the development of their oral proficiency
skills by enrolling in conversation and/or film classes in the
language this fall; 1987; at Tar t County Junior College
Northeast Eampus. These enrollments will intensity the results
of the p"r'o’jé’ct and will increase the enrollWent in the

specialized courses for language teachers on the campus.

3. Several of the participants have indicated an interest in
further training in language and methodology in the workshops
scheduled on Northeast Campus during the summer, 1988.

4. The participants shared their home addresses and telephone

numbers with the group; providing an opportunity for networking

among themselves; thus creating a type of alliance across grade

levels and disciplines.

5. The positive experience of the participants in the project will

enlarge the group of professional "friends" of Tarrant County
Junior College in the academic community of the area. These
teachers can have a positive impact on the image of the College

with their constituency of students and parents.

17
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The activity which is the subject of this report was produced under
a grant from the Coordinating Board; Texas College and University System
and the U.S. Education Departiient under the auspices of the Education for

Economic Security Act (Title II).
Optntons, findings; and conclusions expressed herein do not

necessarily reflect the position or policy of the Coordinating Board, Texas

College and University System, or the U.S. Education Department, and no

20




INTEREST SURVEY
o LANGUAGE WORKSHOP AND INTHRNSULD
¢ an intecested in the sumer vorkshop and internship in foreign Languages-
The language of interest to mé is:
(] Feench
[] cerman
[ spanish

[] other Piease name o

My background in this language includes:
2 college semesters
3-4 college semesters

Mote than 4 college semesters

O oo-o

other pleast explaln -

e

&
"\ .
=
[T
/]
H\
B
2
g
Vo]
o

I have U

at work

in travel

O o oo

other please explain __ o

Name S _

school o -

feaching Assignment — S

School phone____ Home phone .

ratucn to Madeleine Lively, Chair, Department of Foreign Languag s, Tarrant

p— Jundor College. 01
%m - QTL p—




sepwE or poREIc LANGBGES

" darrant County Junior College Northeast Campus has received grant.

ronies from Title II of the Education fof Economic Security Act to support
z five-week workshop for prospective teachers of foreign languages in

clementary and junior high school, including an observation internship

in its summer program of Languages for Children. This project is intended

to develop skills in oral language cammnication and in contemporary

inatructional methodologies in teachers (1) who currently spaclalize
in other tﬁchil'ﬁ areas but. hgve’ﬁ@,’e?!ﬁé&’tiéﬁ éﬁdfd::éipé?im;fﬂ,; .
a second language and (2) who are interested in enhancing the international
focus of their curriculum through the incorporation of foreign languagr:
and cultural. information:

: In addition, the College hopes to identify teachers who would
be candidates for part-time teaching positions in an extended program _
of languages to be taught during afterschool hours and summers in area

elementary schools.

s approved; the grant will pay the $175 workshop tuition. a $100
travel stipend to each teacher/intern: and a $10C materials stipend toward
the cost of instructional materials prepared and/or created by each teacher

for use in the classroom.
The workshop schedule includes:

Natural Approach

Language Development
Total Physical Response
Language Development

- June 11 9

28
1
;

1]
é

Juna 15 ~ June 18

[

88
[

June 22 -~ June 25 Qbseflﬁﬁatiﬁ iﬁtémﬁis

Language Development
- ,,Ev,iéia‘ iﬁéﬁi :;:I,ip

Color Connection

O O

28
[ |
%
88

o
)
E
N
]
g

88!
1
Y

July 6 - July 9 §:00 = 12:00 Observation Internship

- The vorkshop will be gﬁﬁéﬁf;iégi@é;ﬂbctiié.ist Campus. The internship
will be in children's language classaes offered by TCJC at South bDavis

Elementary School in Arlington.



Bﬁbm + MURST. TEXAS 76054  TELEPHONE 817-201-7880

May 25, 1987

Pear Colleague:

We are piéése'a to inforii you that the L»Eé{b:ca Language DEVéidgi!Eﬁt
Workshop and mt:ernshxp for elementary teachers has been funded by EESA
‘I‘ltle iI. C’ongratulatxorrs! You have been selected as a partxc:;pant in
this pro;ect based on your quahfxcatxons and intcrest. Enclosed please
find a detalled descrlptlon of the program, 1nc1udmg a revised schedule;
and an official registration form.

The registration form shoiild be completed and returned iumediately to

the Office of c'aiimnxty services to reserve your place. our sessions will

be held in the Instructxonai: Medla Center (IMC), room 115: Campus
directories located near parking lots will direct you.
cur first class ineeting will be at 9:00 a.m. Monday. June 8. We look

fbmaro to a stlmulatlng sumiier program.

Sincerely:

Madeleme Lively, Chair

Department of Foreign Languages




_APPENDIX A

_ DEPARTMENT OF FORIEGN LANGUAGES
TARRANT COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE NORTHEAST CAMPUS

_ Tarrant _County Junior_College Northeast Campus has received grant

monies from Title II of the Education for Economic Security Act to support
a_f ive-week workshop for prospective teachers of foreign iinguages in

elementary and junior high school, including an observation internship

in its summer program of Languages for Children, This project is intended
to .develop skills in oral ]aaguagé”69@@ﬁhjca;ignfanq7jq,contemporary
instructional methodologies in teachers (1) who currently specialize

in other teaching areas but have some education and/or experience in
a second language and (2) who are interesteu enhancing the international

focus of their curriculum thrcugh the incorporation of foreign language

and cultural information.

In addition, the College hopes to identify teachers who would

be candidates for part-time teaching positions in an extended program

of languages to be taught during after-school hours and sumiers in area
elementary schools.

__As anproved, the grant will pay the $175 workshop tuition, a $100
travel stipend to each teacher/intern; and a $100 materials stipend toward

the cost of instructional materials prepared and/or created by each teacher
for use in the classroam.

The workshop schedule includes:

June 8 - June 11 9:00 - 12:00 Natural Approach
1:00 ~ 4:00 Language Development

]
—
' N

777777 - 12:00 T6f51 Pﬁyiiéai Res ponse

1:00 -~ 4:00 Language Development

0
Y
[ ¥k
1
—
N

June 15 - June 18

June 22 ~ June 25 9:00 - 12;00 Observation Internship
1:00 - 4:00 Language Development

June 29 -~ July 2 9:00 - 12:00 Observation Internship
1:00 - 4:00 Color Connection

12:00 Opservation Internship

July 6 - July 9 9:00
~__ The workshop will Pe taught at TCJC Northeast Campus. The internship
will be in children's language classes offered by TCJC at Scuth Davis
Elementary School in Arlington.
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POREIGN LANGUAGE WORKSHOP AND INIEINSH1P
I am interested in the summer workshop and internship 10 toreiéﬁ tanguages.
The ianquaéé of intercst éS e 15:
] French

épanxsh

| I S 1M 1

other please name ] o

My baékéEOund in this language includes:
5 college semesters

3-4 college semesters

More Ehari 4 'co’ilége selesters

oo a-a

other Please éipl;nn o

od this language:

H
3
&

at home
at work

in travel

other please explain __ - —— .

o oo o

Name - .

school __ ,f

feaching Assigament — — o

School phone__——— _Home phone____ —

Ratucn to Madeleine Livelys Chair,

Ts
Amwmrw dunioc College. 2: A k




r COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICT

AST CAMPUS 825 HARWOOD 1UAD ¢ HUKS1, IEXAS 70084 TECEPHONE 817-201-7880

May 25, 1987

Dear Colleague:

We are pieéséd to inform you that the proposed Language Development
Workshop and Internship for elementary teachers has been Funded by EESA
Title II. Congratu]at1ons' You have been selected as a participant in
this project based on your qua11f1cat1ons and 1nterest. Enclosed p]éase
f1nd a detailed description of the program, 1nc1ud1ng a rev1sed schedu]e,
and an official regiétféfiéh form.

The registration form should be completed and returned immediately to
the 0ffice of Community Serv1ces to reserve your p]aee. Our sessions will
be held in the Instruct1ona1 Media Center (IMC), room 115. Campus
d1recter1es located near park1ng lots will direct you.

Our first c]ass meeting w111 be at 9:00 a.m Monday, Juné 8. We look

forward to a stimulating summer program.

sincerely,

Madeiexne blvely, Chair
pepartment of Foreign Languages
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Language: - -— French ____Germarn Spanish
Indicate the degree to which you can display the following skil's in the target
language:
SPEAKING: French German Spanish Total
1. Can speak isolated words and a few : : =
, high-freguency phrases. 3 40 4.00 3.85 3.75
2. Can speak basic courtesies. 3.00 3.00 3.85 3:58
3. Can ask and answer simple questions dealing
- with basic objects, places and family. 3.00 3.00 3.85 3.5F
4. Can initiate; minimally sustain, and
close basic communicative tasks; can ask B o ] o
. and answer questions. - 2.40 2.00 3.31 2.95
5. Can_introduce self; order a meal, ask B - o :
~ directions; and make purchases. - 2.60 2. 3.15 2.90
6. Can_talk simply about self, family. members;, o o
~ personal_history and leisure activities. = 2.20 1.50 3.23 2.80
7. Can maintain_connected discourse for 51mple . o S o
narrative and/or description. 1.80 1.50 2:54 2.25

8. Can satisfy the requirements of school and

work situations; narrate and describe with . S o
paragraph-length connected discourse. 1.40 1.00 2.46 2.05

g. Can discuss particular interests and

special fields-of competence, support opin- B - o

ions, explain in detail and hypothesize: . 1.80 1.00 2 08 1.90

10. Can participate effectively in most formal
and informal conversations- on practlcal,

~ social; professional and abstract topics. 1.80 1.00 2.00 1.85
) 11. Can support opinions and hypothesize using o o . -
. native-like discourse strategies. 1.60 1.00 1:67 1:58
Speaking Average 2.27 1.91 2.91 2.65

12. Can understand occa§199§;71501ated words R o o
. such as cognates and borrowed words. . = 3.20 3.50 4.15 3.85
13. Can understand words and phrases from simple
questions, statements,-high-frequency o - §
commands and courtesy formulae. 3.2 3:.50 3.85 3.65
14. Can understand main ideas and/or some facts

dealing with basic personal and social

_ needs. 3.00 3.00 3.62  3.40
15. Can understand sentence-iengtbf§geggh on - o
lodging, transportation and shopping. 2.60 2.50 3.08 2.90

16. Can understand short routine telephone
conversations: simple announcements and B E o o
reports over the media. = 2.40 2.50 3.00 2.80

17. Can understand main ideas of description

and narrative in different time frames o -

 {present; past, habitual, or imperfect). 2.20 2.50 2.54 2.45
18. Can understand the main ideas of most speech o -
in a standard dialect. 2.00 3.00 2:77 2.60

19: Can undecrstand_technical dlSCUSSlQnS in

academic/professional settings; in lectures - R - o
speeches and reports. 1.60 1.00 1.85 1.70

Understanding Average 2.53 2.69 3.11 2.92
_ Date
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POST-ASSESSMENT —- -~ -
LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP

Language: ____ French _ eééﬁéﬁ ____ Spanish

Indlcate the degree to which you can dxspiay the following skills in the target
language:

SPEAKING: Fraiich  German  Spanish  Total
1: Can speqtﬁ;§gia§edigggds and a few } : - S
~ high-frequency phrases: 4.00 4.50 4.21 4.22
2. Can speak basic courtesies. .. 4.33 4.50 4.21 4.26

3. Can ask and answer simple questlons dealxng : ,

. with-basic objects, places and family. 4.00 4.50 4:14 4.16

4. can initiate, minimally sustain, and
close basic comnunicative tasks; can ask

. and answer questions. 3.67 4.00 3.57 3.63
5. Can_introduce self. order a meal, ask . o o o
] directions; and make purchases. = . 4.33 4.00 3.57 3.74
6. Can talk simply about self; family members. , B R
. personal history and leisure activities.  4:00 4.50 3.29 3.53
7. Can maintain connected discourse for simple ) , o
_ parrative and/or description. = . 4:.00 4:50 2.93 3.26

8. Can satisfy the requirements of school and
work situations; narrate and describe with -
paragraph-length connected discoucse. 3.67 3.00 2:79 2.95
9. can discuss particular interests and
special fields of coumpectence, support opin- = o - 7
ions, explain in detail and hypothe51ze. _ 3.67 3.00 2.50 2.74

10. Can participate effectively in most formal

and informal conversations on practical, S

__ social,-professional and abstract topics.  3.00 2.00 2.36 3.42
11. Can support gp;nxon§7andfp¥pothesxze using o o o -
native-like discourse strategies. 3.00 2.00 2.31 2.39

e T S '7 :’(' 777, . 77 S - P

UNDERSTANDING. Speaklng Average 3.79 3.68 3.26 3.39

ii. Can understand occablonal 1solated words

such as cognates and borrowed words:. . = . 4:00 5.00 3.38 4.37

13. Can understand words and phrases from simple

questions, statements, high-frequency . S oo R
commands and couctesy - formulae. : 4:33 5.0C 4.29 4.37

14. Can understand main ideas and/or some facts

dealing with basic personal and social

 needs: 4:33 4.50 4.07 4.
15. Can understand sentence—leng*h speech on - -
_ lodging, transpoctation and shopping- 4.33 4.50 3.57 3.79

16. Can understand short routine telephone
conversations, simple announcements and S L o o
reports over the media. . _ 3.67 3.50 3.14 3.26

17. €an understand main_ideas of descrlptlon

and narrative in different_time frames: - - o

__ (present; past; habitual; or imperfect): _ 3.67 4.50 3.07 3.32
18. Can understand the main ideas of most speech. , S
in a standard dialect. - : 4.00 4.50 3.29 3.53

19. Can understand technical discussions in
academic/professional settings, in lectures - . = S o
speeches and reports. 3.00 3.50 2.36 2.58

Understanding Average 3.92 4.3 3:52 3.67




LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT WORKIHOP

Language: French Germari _____Spanish
Indicate the dégree to which you can display the followxng skziis in the target
language: o
FRENCH
SEEAKiNG- Pre Post pifference
1. €Can speak isolated words and a few - S o
high-frequency phrases. 3.40 4.00 0.60
2. Can speak basic courtesies. = 3.00 4.33 1.33
3. Can ask and answer simple_ questlons deal1ng o - L
~ with basic objects; places and family. 3.00 4.00 1.00
4. Can initiate, minimally sustain; and _
close basic communicative tasks; can ask Lo o S oo
and ansver questions. - 2.40 3.57 1.27
5. Can introduce self, order a meal; ask S L S
. directions, and make purchases. - 2.60 4.33 1.80
6. Can_talk simply about self, family meibers, 2.20 4.00 1-80

personal history and_leisure activities. -

7. Can maintain connected discourse for simple = P i.36
narrative and/or description. = 1:80 4.00 .

8. Can satisfy the requirements of school and
work situations: narrate and describe with S i 2 25
paragraph-length connected discourse. :

9. Can discuss particular interests and

spec1al fields of competence; support opin-

~_ ions; esplain in detail and hypothesize. 1.80 3.67 1:687
10. Can participate effectively in most forumal
and informal conversations on practical; oo - - S
social, professional and abstract topics. . 1.80 3.00 1.20
11: Can support opinions and hypothesize using S . -~
native-like discourse strategies. 1.60 ?'?? %'4?
el el Speaking Average 2:27 3.79 1.54
UNDERSTANDING:
12. Can understand occasional isolated words - N 0. 85
- such as cognates_and borrowed words. : 3.20 4.00 '
13. Can understand words and phrases from simple
evtions, stat ts; _high-fr nc : R o
e : Statements; _high-frequency 3.20 4.33 1:13

commands and courtesyfformuiae., S

14. Can understand main ideas. and/or some Eacts

dealing with basic personal and social L L R
o needsng b 3.00 4.33 1.23
15. Can undérstand sentence—length speech on

lodging, transportation and shopping. 2.60 4.33 1.73

16. Can understand short routine telephoric
conversations, simple announcements and - L o
~ reports over _tne media. . . 2.40 3.67 1:27

17. Can understand main ideas of descrxpt;on
and narrative in different time frames. o S S
__ (present; past; habitual; or imperfect): . 2:20 3.67 1.47
18. Can understand the main ideas of most speech _ __ R
- in a standard dialect. - 2.00 4.00 2.00

19. Can understand technical discussions in
academic/professional settings, in lectures . - P o
speeches and reports: 1.60 3.00 1.40
Understanding Average 2.53 3.92 1.39

bate

39

Gt ﬁﬁﬂﬂ_"iﬂi o o

L R T R T TR T e




Language: _ French _ . German Spanish
Indicate the degree to which you can display the tollowing skills in the target
language: :
_ German . ..
SPEAKING: Pre Post pifference
1. Can speak isolated words and a few - o
. high-frequency phrases. 4.00 4.50 0.50
. Can speak _basic courtesies. - 3.00 4.50 1.50
3. Can ask _and _answer simple questlons deallng o - o
with_basic objects;, places and family. 3.00 4.50 1.50
4. Can_initiate; minimally sustain, and
close basic communicative tasks; can ask _ S
~ and answer questions. 2.00 4.00 2.00
5. Can introduce seilf; order a meal, ask , ,
- directions; and make purchases. 2.00 4.00 2.00
6. Can talk simply about self:. family. members; : ,
. personal history and leisure activities:. 1.50 4.50 3.00
7. Can maintain <onnected discourse for simple
_ parrative and/or description. - - - 1.50 4.50 3:.00

8. Can satisfy the requirements of school and
work situations; narrate and describe with
- paragrapi-length-connected discourse. 1.00 3.00 2.00
9. Can discuss particular interests and
spec1a1 tields of competence, support opin- o S
ions, explain in detail and hypothesize. _ 1.00 3.00 2.00
10. Can participate effectively in most formal
and informal conversations on practical,  _
social: professxonal and abstract topics. 1.

11. Can support opinions and hypothesize using - __

8,
8

native-like discourse strategies. 1.
Speaking Average 1.

::::::LL:,,Z::::Zfi :

88
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12. Can understand occablonal 1=oiated ‘words )
. such as cognates and borrowed words. ... 3:50 5.00 1.50
13. Can understand words and phrases from 51mpie

questions, statements, high-frequericy

commands_and courtesy iformulae. - 3.50 5.00 1.50
14. Can understand main ideas and/or some facts

dealing with basic personal and social : o .
~ needs. : 3.00 4.50 1.50
15. Can understand sentence-length speech on

lodging, transportation and shopping: 2.50 4.50 2.00

16. Can understand short routine telephone

conversations: simple annouricements and E o o
ceports over the media. . . . 2.50 3.50 1.00

17. Can understand main. ideas of description

and narrative in different time frames.

.- (present, past, habitual; or imperfect): .2 2:50 4.50 .00
18. Can understand the main ideas of most speech S S
in_a standard dialect. = - : 3.00 4.50 1.50

19. Can understand technical discussions in
academic/professional settings, in lectures

speeches and reports. 1.00 §;56 2;56
Hnderstandxng Average 2.69777 4.38 1.69




Language: French German Spanish
indzcate the degree to which you can dlsplay the following skills in the target
language:
- ] Spani sh o
SPEN(ING: Pre Post Difference
1 Can speak 1solated words and a few o S o
- high-frequency phrases. 3:85 4.21 0:36
2. Can speak basic courtesies: - 3.85 4.21 0.36
3. Can ask and ansver simple questlons deailng B :
~ with-basic objects; places and family. 3.85 4.14 0:22
4. Can initiate; minimally sustain; and
close basic communicative tasks; can ask o o -
-~ and answer questions. - 3.31 3.57 0.26
5. Can introduce self, order a meal, ask P o o
. directions; and make:purchases. - : 3.15 3.57 0.42
6. Can_talk simply about self; family members, : o
~ personal history and leisure activities. = 3.23 3.29 0.06
7. Can maintain connected discourse for simpie
narrative andfor description. 2.54 2.93 0.39

8. Can: satlsfy the requirements of school and
work situations; narrate and describe with - - o -
paragraph-length connected discourse. 2.46 2.79 0.33

9. Can discuss particular interests and :
special fields of competence; support opin- ] , -
ions, explain in detail and hypothesize.  2:08 2.50 0.42

10. Can participate effectively in most forual

and informal conversations on practical; 2.00 2:36 0.36

. social,. profess1ona1 and abstract. tOplCS.
11. Can support opinions and hypothesize using S o
native-like discourse strategies. 1.67 2.31 0-64
P S §péakmg Av’erag'e 2.91 3.26 0.35

12. Can understand occasional isolated words

such as coynates and borrowed words.. . - 4:15 4.38 G.23

13. Can understand words and phrases from simple

guestions, statements, high-frequency B o
__ commands and courtesy formulae. - 3:85 4.29 0.44
14. Can understand main ideas and/or some facts

dealing with basic personal and social - o o

. needs. 3.62 4.07 0.45
15. Can_understand sentence—length speech on o o o
lodging; _transportation aad_shopping. 3.08 3.57 0.49

'16: Can understand short routine telephone.
conversations; simple announcements and .
i reports over the media. 3.00 3:.14 0.14
17. Can understand main ideas of description
and narrative in different time frames.

 (present, past, habitual: or imperfect). 2.54 3.07 0.53
18. Can understand the main ideas of most speech - Lo R
in a standard dialect.. . ____ - 2.77 3.29 0.54

19. Can understand technical dxscusszons in

academic/professional settings; in lectures o )

epeeches and reports. 1.85 2.36 0.51
Understanding Average 3.11 3.52 .4l

Date S
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LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT WORKSHO!

tanguage: ____ French ___ German Spanish

Indicate the degree to which you can display the following skills in the target

language: o
B _ Total o
SPEAKING: Pre Post Difference
1. Can speak isolated wourds and a few N S Lo
- high-frequency phrases. 3.75 G.22 0.47
2. Can speak basic courtesies. 3.58 4.26 U.68
3. Can ask and answer simple questions dealing
. with-basic objects, places and family. 3.55 4.16 0.61
4. Can initiate, minimally sustain, and
close basic communicative tasks: can ask ,
: and answer questions. - 2.95 3.63 0.73
5. Can introduce self; order a meal, ask
directions:_and make purchases. 2.90 3.74 0.84
6. Can_talk simply about self; family meibecs,
~ personal history and leisure activities.. 2.80 3:53 0:73
7. Can maintain connected discourse for simple ,
narrative and/or drscription. : 2.25 3.26 1.01

8. Can satlsfy the requireinents of school and
work situations; narrate and describe with . o
paragraph-length-connected discourse. 2.05 2.95 0. go
§. Can discuss-particular interests and
special fields of competence, support opin-
ions;_explain in detail and hypothe51ze. _1:90 2.74 0.84

16. Can participate effectively in most formal

and informal conversations_on _practical.

_ social; professional and abstract topics: 1.85 2:42 0.57
11. Can support opinions and hypothesize using
native-like discourse strategies. 1. 53 2 39 1.74

12. Céﬁ;uhdérEtéhd occasional isolated words o -

such as cognates and bocrowed words. 3.85 4.37 0.52
13. Can understand words and phrases from simple

questions, statements, high-frequency , )

commands and courtesy formulae. 3:65 4.37 0.72
14. Can understand main ideas and/or some facts

dealing with basic personal and Social o o _

. needs. 3.490 4.16 0.76
15. Can understand sentence—length ql"'—ech on - o o
lodging:_transportation and shopplng. 2.90 3.79 0.89
- 16; €an understand short routine telephone
conversations; simple announcements and - :
- reports over the media. 2.80 3.26 0.46
17. Can understand main ideas of descrxptxon
and narrative in different time frames o o o
__ (present, past, habitual, or imperfect). 2.45 3.32 0.87
18. Can understand the main ideas of most speech o o
- in_a standard dialect. - 2.60 3.53 0.393
19. can understand technical dlSCUSSlonS in
academic/professicnal settings, in lectures __ Lo S
speeches and reports. 1.70 2.58 0.88
Understunding Average 2.9 3.67 0.75
Date

O Name -~
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Total Physical Response Approach

Please respond to each statement by circling an appropriate numbec-:

A. Indicate your knowledge ot the tctal physical response (TPR) approach to
language learning.

N Pre  Post Difference
1. The meaning of TPR 3.05  4.63 1.58
2. What can be taught with TPR 2.86 4.58 i.72
3. cambréhénéibh before production 2.43 4.78 2.35
4. Communication vs. repetition 2.58 a.68 2.10
5. Global vs: local errors 1.81 4.47 2.66

6. Recycling -vocabulary in novel variations  1.80 4.42 2.62

B. Indicate your knowledge of total physical response (TPR) technques.

1. Combination (serial) commands 1.95 4.68 2.7
2. Optimal sequence of TPR activities .62  4.16 2.21
3. Role of the native language 1.86 4.32 2.46
a. Véryihg TPR practice 1.67 4.21 2:54
5. Other activities for showing comprehension 1.67 4.47 2.80
6. How to create TPR lesson plans 1.48  3.95 2.47
Average 2,07 4.45 2.38

Signature : __ pate . _




THE NATURAL APPROACH

Please respond to each Statement by circling an appropriate number-

A. Indicate your knowledge of and experience with foreign langauge methodologies:
Pre Pos* Difference

1: The Natural Approach 1.95 4.37 2.42

2. Total Physical Response 2.19 4.47 2.
4 3.89 2.65

t.

3. Suggestopaedia 1.
4. Listening Comprehension 2.48 4.26 1.78
5. Experience in teaching a FL 2.24 3:53 1.29

6. Parenting experience 2.20 3.95 1:75

B. Indicate yéur kﬁow]:éaéé of natural-approach techniques:
Pre Post Difference
1. Listening activities 2.10 4:77 2.27
2. Creation of a nonthreatening classroom atmosphere with a positive learing
environment: 3.50 4.63 1:.13

3. Knowledge about the target culture and stereotypes which students might
have: 2.20 .22 2.02
4. How to create natural-approach materials: o
1.71 4.22 2.51

Average  2.18 4:21 2.03

Signature - L Date
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I would rate my awareness of the following current Focreign Laiguage teaching/learning
theories/theorists as:

Pre Pcst pifference

a. Piaget's reality 2.35 3.73 1.38

b: Hemisphericity (right— 2.53 4.69 2.16
brained input)

c. Lazanov (super-learning) 1.41 3.81 2.40
d: Asher (TPR) 2.94 4.81 1:87
e. Winitz (comprehension) 1.24 4.06 2.82

f. Linear/Non-linear 1.65 4.19 2.54

3. Explicit/Implicit 1.06 4.44 2.38

h. Terrell/Krasher (natural 1.82 4.69 2.87
approach)

i. Terrell (Binding Theory) 0.65 3.44 2.79
Average 1.74 4:21 2.47

I have increased my awareness of the following:

a. Piaget's reality 3.80

b. Hemisphericity 4:69

c. Lzazanov 4.00
d. Asher 4.81
e. Winitz 4.13
f: Linear/Non-linear 4.44
g. Expiicit/impiicié 4.50

h. Terrell/Krasher 4.38




I have matérials/activities to impiément these theories in my classroom:

Post

a. Piaget's reality 4.19
b. Hemisphericity 4.50
c. Lazanov 4.00
d: Asher 4.69
 e. Winitz 4:13
f. Linear/Non-linear 4.56
g. Explicit/Implicit 4:50
h. Terrell/Krashen 4.38
i. Terreil (Binding) 3.88

Average 4.27
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